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PER CURI AM
Gen M Fallin and Robert Di Carlo have filed a petition for a

wit of mandanus from this court seeking, inter alia, Fallin’s

reinstatenent on the roll of attorneys admtted to the U S Dis-
trict Court for the District of Maryland and an order directing the
district court to accept DiCarlo’s notice of voluntary dismssal in
a civil action. Mandanus is a drastic renedy to be used only in

extraordinary circunstances. See Kerr v. United States Dist. Court,

426 U.S. 394, 402 (1976). Mandanus relief is only avail able when
there are no other neans by which the relief sought could be

granted, see In re Beard, 811 F.2d 818, 826 (4th Cr. 1987), and

may not be used as a substitute for appeal. In re Catawba |Indian

Tribe, 973 F.2d 1133, 1135 (4th Cr. 1992). The party seeking
mandanus relief carries the heavy burden of show ng that he has “no
ot her adequate neans to attain the relief he desires” and that his
entitlenment to such relief is “clear and indisputable.” Alied

Chem Corp. v. Daiflon, Inc., 449 U.S. 33, 35 (1980). Fallin and

Di Carl o have not nade such a show ng.” Accordingly, we deny the

petition for mandanmus relief. W dispense with oral argunent

“In the alternative, Fallin urges that his petition be con-
sidered a notice of appeal of the district court’s order striking
his name fromthe roll of admtted attorneys. This construction
woul d not aid Fallin, however. Such an appeal woul d be di sm ssed as
interlocutory, because Fallinis freetorefile his application for
adm ssion in the district court. See Dom no Sugar Corp. v. Sugar
Wirkers Local Union 392, 10 F. 3d 1064, 1066-67 (4th G r. 1993) (if
defects nmay be cured by anmending conplaint or other action, the
di sm ssal of an action is unappeal abl e).
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because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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